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MARKED UP VERSION OF CLAIM 1 

Changes to the original claim 1 are presented below as a marked up 
version. 

1 . (currently amended) A portable screen wall section, comprising: 
a mesh screen or netting fabric; 

a border surrounding the mesh screen or netting fabric, the border 
comprising a front side and a back side and having an opening between the 
front side and back side: 

a plurality of slits provided in the border, th e plurality of slits providing 
access into the opening: 

a plurality of support structure members configure d to slip through the 
plurality of slits, the plurality of support structure members having a proxim al 
end and a distal end, the proximal end compris ing a female coupler and the 
distal end comprising a male coupler, the p lurality of support 
— Hollow boarder, surrounding tho mooh scr e en; 
— Mosh screen or nott i ng fabr i c outlin i ng tho ins i do of tho ho ll ow boarder; 
— A p l urality of Straps attochod to ho l low boardor oxtor i or vort i cal front and/or 
booko i dos; 

— Slit oponingo on hollow boardor oxtorior front oido and/or baoko i do; 
— Support structure momboro cl i p through slit opon i ngo and aro connected 
together 

once i noido hollow board e r; 

— Zipper plocod on portablo screen wall sect i on. 

structure members configured to couple togethe r in a male coupler to female 
coupler arrangement thereby providing a subs tantially rigid structure that 
supports the mesh screen or netting fabric: and 

a plurality of straps attached to the boarder and configured to attach the 
portable screen wall section to an external object. 
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REMARKS 

The non-final Office Action mailed on JzLJfll nas been received and 
carefully reviewed. Claim 1 stands rejected in the application. Upon entry of this 
Response, claim 1 has been amended and new claims 2-6 have been added. 

Reconsideration of the application as amended, and withdrawal of the 
present objections and rejections are respectfully requested in view of the 
amendments to the claims and the following remarks. 

Objection to the Specification 

Examiner objected to the specification stating that the spacing of the lines of 
the specification is such as to make reading and entry of amendment difficult. 
New application papers with lines double spaced on good quality paper are 
required. 

Applicant submitted a preliminary amendment on January 13, 2004, in 
order to provide a properly spaced specification in accordance with the 
requirements. Applicant subsequently conducted an Examiner interview on July 
12, 2004. Examiner stated that the preliminary amendment was made of record, 
and that the preliminary amendment corrected the deficiency in the line spacing, 
therefore Applicant requests removal of the objection. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC § 112 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, for the recitation of "mesh screen or 
netting fabric" as indefinite since they represent two different structures as well 
as differing from the initial recitation of "mesh screen". Applicant has amended 
claim 1 to more specifically recite the present invention. 

The term netting fabric in the present invention has a similar meaning as 
mesh screen for the purposes of the present invention. Netting fabric or mesh 
screen is a flexible material with lots of tiny holes throughout the material, so air 
can flow in and/or out, while at the same time keeping insects from getting 
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through the mesh screen or netting material. Applicant believes the amended 
claim 1 is now proper and in condition for allowance. 

Claim 1 is also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, for the paragraph detailing the 
attachment of the support structure member to the hollow borders appears to be 
a method of step in the assembly of the device. Claims 2 through 6 have been 
added to properly recite the elements in dependent form. 

Claim 1 is also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, for the using the term "boarder" 
which should be "border". The amended claim 1 corrects the misspelled word. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Several Section 103(a) statutory rejections were presented in the Office 
Action, as follows: 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for being obvious to provide 
Longoria et al's slits in the corners for Bogumil so as to render removal and 
assembly of the frame easy. 

In In re Dembiscak, (175 F.3d 994, 999 (CAFC) 1999) the CAFC set forth 
the applicable standard: "Although a reference need not expressly teach that the 
disclosure contained therein should be combined with another, the showing of 
combinability, in whatever form, must nevertheless be clear and particular." 
Applicant believes Examiner has not shown a clear and particular suggestion to 
combine Longoria et al's slits in the corners of the teachings of Bogumil, and 
requests removal of the rejection based on 35 USC 103(a). 

However, even if Longoria et al's slits are combined with the teachings of 
Bogumil, the references would produce an inoperative combination due to 
Longoria disclosing open ended corners of which forms rectangular openings at 
the outer edge corners of the security gate, exposing frame and other structural 
components. The present invention support structure members are placed inside 
the entire hollow border, not visible to the eye, and the slit openings are placed 
on one side and/or front side of the screen wall hollow border while keeping the 
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backside and/or one side of the screen wall hollow border covered, meaning with 
no slit openings. 

Also the present invention screen wall hollow border is sealed and/or 
sewn shut substantially all the way around the outside of the hollow border, 
providing the capability to keep the top screen wall hollow border corners from 
falling off and down over the upper support structure member when the 
screen wall is in an upright position adjacent to a building structure opening. 

Another problem associated with Longoria and Bogumil structural members is 
that they have complex applications to render rectangular openings for easy 
removal and assembly, which unfortunately takes a lot of time to assemble 
components together. The present invention support structure members have 
the capability to quickly and easily slip connecting support structure members 
together inside the hollow border of the screen wall in a matter of a short period 
of time. 

Another problem associated with Longoria open ended rectangular openings 
in the corners is that insects are able to get through the rectangular openings 
when the security gate is placed in between an opening on a building structure. 
Whereas the combination of the present invention of the slit opening structure 
and the outer edges of the screen wall hollow border are sealed, eliminating any 
openings for insects to get through the screen wall when the screen wall is 
placed in between an opening on a building structure. 

Claim 1 is also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for being obvious to provide 
Bogumil with Saulters zippers and straps J so as to render easy access through 
the door. Again, Applicant believes Examiner has not shown a clear and 
particular suggestion to combine Bogumil with Saulters, and requests removal of 
the rejection based on 35 USC 103(a). 

The references take mutually exclusive paths and reach different solutions to 
a similar problem. Since they teach away from each other, it would not be logical 
to combine them due to the present invention plurality of straps placed on the 
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hollow border, providing the capability to be able to have easy access in and/or 
out of the screen wall without a zippered door, by the capability of detaching 
straps and moving the screen wall in an inward and/or outward position. Also the 
present invention provides a plurality of straps to secure the screen wall to a 
building structure and/or to secure screen walls together to create larger screen 
structures. 

Claim 1 is also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for being obvious to provide 
Longoria et al's frame into hollow borders to modify Saulters to have such a rigid 
frame so as to better support the screen. The combination of references 
suggests a series of separate, awkward steps that are too involved to render the 
present invention obvious, due to Longoria frame components being complex 
and time consuming to assemble. Longoria's hollow border claims rectangular 
openings to provide frame assembly, frame movement and to secure frame 
components to a building structure, which does not meet the teachings of the 
present invention. Whereas the present invention provides the capability of 
installation time to be reduced and offers more ease for setting up, by not having 
to use adhesives and/or having to drill a lot of holes on any and/or all types of 
building structures to secure and/or support screen walls. 

In these respects, the portable screen wall section according to the present 
invention substantially departs from the designs of the prior art alone or in 
combination, and in so doing provides an apparatus primarily developed for the 
purpose of providing a portable screen wall section to be used alone and/or in 
combination together to enclose an entire opening on a building structure to fit 
any width size opening on a building structure of which provides quicker 
accessibility and a more economical screening system for the home owner. 
Furthermore, the present invention provides quicker and easier assembly without 
permanent structural components needed for installation. 

Applicant has amended claim 1 and added new claims 2-6, which 
Applicant believes are directed to allowable subject matter. It is believed that the 
pending and new claims are in condition for allowance and notification to that 
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effect is respectfully requested. The Examiner is invited to contact Applicant at 
the below-listed telephone number, if there are any questions regarding the 
above new claims or if prosecution of this application may be assisted thereby. 

Applicant appreciates the telephone interview conducted between 
Applicant and Examiner on July 12, 2004. Applicant appreciates Examiner's 
understanding and willingness to assist Applicant by Examiner's indicated 
willingness to write a proposed claim upon receiving Applicant's amendment, if 
patentable subject matter is determined to be present, and if Applicant's present 
amendments and arguments are not found to be persuasive by Examiner. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Stacy L. Hoffman pro-se 
402-482-5712 




Stacy L. Hoffman 
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